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Abstract 
This paper provides an overview of performance measurement implementation by Local Authorities in Sarawak. It discusses the 
importance of performance measurement and identifies the factors for achieving excellent performance among local authorities. 
The paper also raises the need to develop a measurement model for assessing the performance of local authorities and offers  
some suggestions to improve performance. It also discusses the philosophy of Government Transformation Program (GTP) 
towards achieving a fully-developed nation through excellent service delivery.  
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1. Introduction 
In Sarawak, the local authorit ies (LA) are part of the constitutional structure of the State Government and they 
are confined with the authority as prescribed in the Local Authorities Ordinance, 1996. The Local Authorities 
Ordinance, 1996 had come into force on January, 1998 and was intended to consolidate the laws on local authorities 
and to repeal the previous Local Authority Ordinance, 1977. The Ordinance touches on the constitution of any LA, 
its composition and organizat ion, fo r the Councillors as their policy maker or the officers who are the implementers, 
running the daily  business of any LA.  It  also covers financial provision for the LA in  general, including its account 
and audit. Hence, Local Authorities Financial Regulations, 1997 were formulated to regulate and control the conduct 
and administration of the LA's finances and any other activities  related thereto.   
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The supervisory responsibility of the LA is entrusted to the Ministry of Local Government and Community 
Development (MLGCD).  The Ministry is responsible to monitor and ensure that the LA exercise their powers 
within  the provisions of the laws nor exceed their jurisdictions. The Ministry is also responsible to secure sufficient 
fund from the State Government to assist the LA to implement their development program and deliver their services 
to the community. LA also received statutory grants from the Federal Government. The Min istry is responsible to 
the 23 councils known as Miri City Council, Sibu Municipal Council, Padawan Municipal Council, Bau District  
Council, Lundu District  Council, Samarahan District  Council, Serian  District Counci l, Simunjan  District Council, 
Sri Aman District  Council, Lubok Antu District Council, Betong District  Council, Saratok District Council, Luar 
Bandar Sibu District  Council, Kanowit District Council, Maradong & Ju lau District  Council, Kapit District Council,  
Dalat & Mukah District Council,  Matu & Daro District Council, Sarikei District Council, Marudi District Council, 
Subis District Council, Lawas District Council & Limbang District Council (MLGCD, 2011). 
LA worldwide have come under increasing pressure to modern ize, to improve overall performance and service 
delivery and to  increase accountability to  their stakeholders (Guthrie and English, 1997). As part of its wider public 
sector transformation, the government introduced PM such as ISO 9000, Balance Scorecard (BSC), KPI, TQM and 
star rating. Until very recently, the need for performance monitoring is required in the ever changing environment, 
where any proper study of PM for LA in Sarawak still remains unknown. 
1.1. Problem Statement 
PM issues in the public sector have been well exp lored over the past decade (Modell, 2001). A common theme is 
that public sector PM is linked closely to accountability  (Guthrie and English, 1997; Kloot and Martin, 2000).  
Following the performance trends of the business sector, the development of PM for public sector proves to be a 
valuable tool that can analyze the performance of the organizations. Fitzgerald et al. (1991) highlight the complexity  
of measuring performance within the service sector.   
PM, benchmarking, corporate governance and improved audit scope have all been considered and discussed in 
prior research (Bovaird et al., 2003;  Boyne et al., 2002). Although most of the literature has been concerned with the 
application of PM models and frameworks in the p rivate sector, there has been a long-running debate about their 
applicability in the public sector (Boyne, 1996; Moxham and Boaden, 2007). There is a body of opinion that 
believes the difference between private sector and public sector organizations is such that private sector 
management practices cannot easily be transferred to the public sector (Allison, 1979;  Pollitt, 19 90). However, more 
recently, evidence is appearing that confirms the successful application of private sector tools and frameworks into 
the public sector with a significant impact on performance (Boyne, 2002; Greatbanks and Tapp, 2007; Moxham and 
Boaden, 2007). Greatbanks and Tapp (2007) found that BSC, as a strategy balancing and alignment approach, has 
been deployed to a considerable degree of success within a public sector environment, albeit with some degree of 
modification.  A worthy research area, this has been considered by various academics (Newberry, 2001; Lapsley and 
Falconer, 1996), however, not for LA in the context of a measures design t emplate. The issue considered a more 
under-researched area for model, framework or bases to produce performance indicators used by LA remained 
unknown. 
The government have committed to a Government Transformation Program (GTP), in accordance with the 
principles of 1Malaysia, People First, Performance Now. Calls for transparency and accountability in government 
organizations especially  public sector become major agenda (Najib, 2010). The principle of People First means that 
the focus areas are on the rakyat most want and need and excessively direct limited resources to those areas. The 
rationale for the GTP is that the Government needs a new way of doing things to both accelerate and sustain impact 
and enhance performance. Th is transformat ion requires a fundamental change to the way things are done in an 
organization, and through this new way of performing, the character of the organization is changed and hence 
performance will be distinctly improved. 
In Sarawak, various strategies have been implemented especially  to fasten the delivery of services to the 
customer and reduce administrative cost. Sarawak’s economy accounts for nearly 20 per cent of Malaysia’s total 
GDP (gross domestic product). Its resources have burst the economy outlook entirely because the st ate is blessed 
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with its natural resources. The development of SCORE has proven that Sarawak contributes a lot to the Malaysia 
economy outlook. " The future of the state lies in the degree of efficiency and continuous commitment to manage 
the state's resources effectively that would be strengthened by the ability to continuously upgrade the level of 
efficiency and management skill" (Taib, 2015). However , despite various efforts to perform excellently, it was 
recorded that failure in service delivery such as delays in taking action was rated as the highest complaint made by 
the public to the Sarawak Talikhidmat Hotline. Sarawak Net  (2015) recorded a total number of 17,221 complaints 
received via Sarawak Talikhidmat  in  2014. While in 2013, 5,214 complaints received, 5,499 complaints received in  
2012 and 3,724 complaints in 2011. Most of the calls made to Talikhidmat are on matters concerning on the failure 
of service delivery such as unreasonable delays, unfair action or decisions, abuses of power, corruption an d so forth.  
Thus, it is imperative for o rganizat ions and in this study, LA in  Sarawak needs to monitor and assess their 
performance continuously in order to deliver outstanding service to the public. Vision ing to be the world class civil 
service, it is a prime agenda to deliver first-rate service to the public. By using a distinct measure, LA in Sarawak 
can identify the most appropriate actions and resources can be allocated more efficiently in the delivery process. 
Given the importance of measuring and controlling performance and the shortcomings of existing efforts, additional 
work in th is area seems warranted. It is against this backdrop that a new PM instrument is proposed, and this will 
eventually form the basis for capturing the authentic determinants ’ of performance for LA in Sarawak. 
1.2. Objective of the study 
The overall objectives of this study are to get an overview of the PM implemented by LA, identify barriers in  
implementing the PM and the potential to develop a PM model, and to address the issues. Specific questions 
addressed in this study are as follows: 
i. What is the current measurement used by the LA in Sarawak? 
ii. Is performance being measured in the LA in Sarawak? 
iii. Is there any specific measurement model for the LA in Sarawak that measures performance? 
1.3. Scope of study 
This study provides a brief overv iew of performance and PM used by the LA in Sarawak, barriers of 
implementing the PM, and explores the potential of developing a specific measurement applicable fo r the LA in  
Sarawak. 
1.4. Significance of study 
To literature/knowledge: the findings of the study will fill the vacuum that is currently present in the area of 
performance and performance measurement particularly for the LA in Sarawak. 
To relevant agencies: Identificat ion of barriers in implementing the PM and to develop effective measure for 
improvement of performance and further actions. 
Overall Significance: LA is regarded as “grass root government” for it is the closest to the people and is also in a 
vantage position to know the nature of the p roblems confronting the people and invariab ly in a better position to 
know the appropriate solutions better than the higher levels of government (Bingham, 1976). Therefore , the findings 
of this study could improve and assist in the identification of strategies that will effectively improve the performance 
of the LA in Sarawak.  
2. Literature review 
The role of LA in provid ing facilit ies and delivery services to the community becomes imperative due to the 
rapid development of the country. In this regard, numerous comments and arguments from various parties have 
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arisen due to the unsatisfactory level of service provision by the local government. Johnston and Jones (2004) 
observe that over the past three decades, criticisms about government performance  have surfaced across the world 
from all points of political spectrum. They note that critics proclaim governments to be inefficient, ineffective, too 
large, too costly, overly bureaucratic, overburdened by unnecessary rules, unresponsive to public wants a nd needs, 
secretive, undemocratic, invasive into the private rights of citizens, self-serving, and failing in the provision of either 
the quantity or quality of services deserved by the taxpaying public. In short, as a ru le government performance fails 
to meet expectations. The alleged success of market-driven solutions and business techniques such as customer 
satisfaction surveys, BSC, focus groups or certification o f compliance with standards issued by organizations like 
the International Standards Organizat ion (ISO), Blue Ocean Strategy added momentum to the traditional pressure on 
the public sector to be more like business. Demands for performance enhancement and accountability in  terms of 
results made public organizations to turn their attention to specific management techniques practiced in the private 
sector, such as total quality  management  (TQM), business process reengineering (BPR), strategic management, 
benchmarking etc. (Holloway et al., 1999).    
Expanded use and emphasized on the PM is an international phenomenon as evidenced by performance 
initiat ives in New Zealand, Australia, and Great Britain  (Wholey, 1999). Table 1 shows a summary of literature that 
has addressed PM for specific functions. 
       Table 1. Summary of literature addressing PM for specific functions. 
Process That Use Performance Measurement Literature Addressing Performance Measurement 
Strategic Planning Willoughby & Melkers (2001); Tuck and Zaleski (1996) 
Policy Analysis Wholey (1999)  
Budgeting Poister & Streib (1999) 
Performance Report Marshall (1996) 
Citizen Survey Epstein & Olsen (1996) 
Benchmarking Ammons (1996) 
Program and Performance Monitoring Aristigueta (1998),Willoughby & Melkers (2001) 
Performance Auditing Evaluation Pallot (2003) 
Nonetheless, the PM literature identifies successful practices and establishes criteria against which PM may be 
essentials. Similar to the PM used, it may be unique to each individual organization, or unit within an organization, 
to reflect on its fundamental purpose. Thus, the actual effects and impacts of the PM in the LA are still largely not 
documented.  Mechanisms for ensuring the accuracy and validity of performance in practice, in particular the 
performance of the LA in Sarawak, have not been extensively documented. 
3. Research methodology 
A combination of literature rev iew and questionnaire survey was employed in this study. The questionnaire 
survey was sent to 280 respondents and the data was analyzed empirically through reliab ility and validity using 
SPSS. The data and statistics were also obtained from academic journals on performance and PM and from relevant 
government agencies.  
4. Findings 
The LA were divided into three categories, namely District Council, Municipal Council and City Council. In total 
272 respondents took part in  this research with the majority of them (175 respondents) from the District Council, 63 
respondents from Municipal Council and 34 respondents from City Council.  Cronbach’s Alpha measurement was 
used to indicate the level of reliability of each item or s ection in the questionnaires. Nunally (1967) suggested that a 
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modest reliability range for an instrument between 0.5 and 0.6 would  suffice. Therefore , the result of Cronbach’s 
Alpha of performance dimension values fulfils the minimum requirement level of reliability.  
Table 2 shows the reliab ility of items in the questionnaire for this study. Section III for question 14 consists of 50 
items scored 0.993 and question 15 consists of 9 items got 0.973 score for its reliability test. 
To respond to the research objective in this study, the question on “What is the current measurement used by LA 
in Sarawak?” reveals that the most commonly implemented PM in the LA are Customer Satisfaction Measurement, 
followed by Human Resource Performance Measurement such as Pers onal Performance Appraisal, and finally, 
Strategy Measurement and Financial Performance Measurement as listed in Table 3. 
Table 2. Cronbach’s Alpha Score for all items measured. 
 
Description Item 
Sample N = 272 
Cronbach’s Alpha 
1. Section (III) 
The Implementation of Measures 50 0.993 
Organization Highlighted Measure 9 0.973 
Table 3. Performance measurement implemented by the LA. 
  Frequency of Performance Measurement 
Being Implemented 
  Responses Percent of Cases 
 Items N % 
Multiple Response Question 7 Financial Performance Measurement 238 16.1% 88.5% 
Human Resources Performance 
Measurement 
248 16.8% 92.2% 
Customer Satisfaction 267 18.1% 99.3% 
Process Management 162 11.0% 60.2% 
Strategy Measurement 242 16.4% 90.0% 
Sustainability Measurement 126 8.5% 46.8% 
Innovation Measurement 191 12.9% 71.0% 
Other 1 2. 1% .4% 
Total 1475 100% 548.3% 
As for research question,  “Is performance being measured in the LA in Sarawak?”, it  also reveals that the LA do 
measure their performance and the PM tools being used by the LA is ISO 9000 Certificat ion, Balanced Scorecard  
and Key Performance Indicator (KPI) System as shown in Table 4. 
Implementation is defined as the phase in which systems and procedures are put in place to collect and process 
data to ensure the measurement be made regularly  (Bourne & Mills, 2000). There are however ev idences that not all 
attempts to implement the performance measurement were successful (Bourne and Neely 2002). This study also 
found that there are some significant barriers identified as in Table 5. 
It was found that barrier to the implementation of PM identified in this study is lack of knowledge among the 
employees. The lack of resources identified in this study refers to the shortage of manpower and also constraint of 
time. This is due to the responsibilit ies of the employees to do the prescribed tasks and overlook the implementation 
of the PM. The employees perceived that PM in an organization is not important and not useful for them and some 
of the PM tools are too complex and not user friendly. This result is consistent with studies by Laurence E. Lynn Jr. 
et. al (2000) that the skills or motivations of the direct service workers; strength and enforcement of performance 
incentives; and other structural characteristics of the system are some factors that are likely  to influence the 
implementation of the PM.  
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According to Mills, Plats et al. (2002), resources are something  to which an o rganizat ion has access; they can be 
either ‘tangible’ or ‘intangible’ including buildings, land, debtors and employees. Intangible resources include skills, 
reputation, experience and knowledge of employees, etc. Hence, the LA need to enhance their employees’ skills and 
knowledge through proper and adequate trainings.  
Table 4. PM model and tools being used by the LA. 
  Frequency of Performance Measurement 
Model & Tools Being Used 
  Responses Percent of Cases 
 Items N % 
Multiple Response for Question 8 Iso9000 Certification 78 23.5% 92.9% 
Total Quality Management (TQM) 57 17.2% 67.9% 
Balanced Scorecard (BSC) 76 22.9% 90.5% 
Key Performance Indicator (KPI) 74 22.3% 88.1% 
Baldridge Business Excellence Criteria 4 1.2% 4.8% 
Australian Business Excellence (ABE) 4 1.2% 4.8% 
EFQM Excellence Model 4 1.2% 4.8% 
Benchmarking System 30 9.0% 35.7% 
Other 5 1.5% 6.0% 
Total 332 100.0% 395.2% 
Table 5. Barriers to the implementation of PM in the LA. 
  Frequency of Barriers of 
Implementing Performance 
Measurement  
  Responses Percent of 
Cases  Items N % 
Multiple Response for Question 10 No Enough Performance Measurement Knowledge 162 47.4% 80.6% 
No Time And No Resources To Do Them 96 28.1% 47.8% 
Performance Measurement Are Not Useful 36 10.5% 17.9% 
The Performance Measurement Tools Or Model Are 
Complex 
48 14.0% 23.9% 
Total 342 100.0% 170.1% 
The PM for the LA should also be user friendly and suit the requirements for the LA. According to Bourne and 
Mills (2000), targets and measures evolve naturally during the use of the measures, but if unchecked this evolution 
may lead to the performance measures diverging from strategy. At times , strategies are being reviewed without the 
consideration for the performance measures  and if this activ ity is left unchecked, there is a danger that the old 
performance measures will contradict with the new strategy. There are also cases where financial targets are updated 
without updating the non-financial performance measures at the same time.  As such, a new PM is proposed and this 
will eventually form the basis for capturing the authentic determinants of performance for the LA in Sarawak. 
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5. Conclusion 
This paper reports on the findings of a survey which examines the types of PM approach in use, the purposes of 
PM and the implementation of PM in the LA. The findings confirm that the use of widely recognised frameworks 
such as the ISO 9000, BSC and KPI has penetrated into the LA as observed by De Bru ijn (2002). The results also 
show that such frameworks are increasingly used in more recent systems. Dixon, Nanni et al. (1990) suggest that a 
good measurement system needs to be continually changed in order to remain effect ive. As one set of goals or 
objectives is satisfied, or as the set of measures becomes too gross to detect improvement, a  new set needs to be 
articulated, and the old set needs to be discarded or modified. This means there can never be a set of good 
performance measurement that is stable over time.  Therefore, it is timely for a new PM to be established for the LA. 
Given the importance of measuring and controlling performance and the shortcomings of e xisting efforts, additional 
work in this area seems warranted. It is against this backdrop that a new PM  framework is proposed for LA in  
Sarawak. 
References 
Allison, G. (1979). Public and private management: are they fundamentally alike in all unimportant respects?. In Shafritz, J. and Hyde, A (Eds), 
Classics of Public Administration.Belmont, CA: Wadsworth. 
Ammons, D. (1996). Benchmarking for Local Government.Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.  
Aristigueta, M. (1998). Managing for Results in State Government. Westport, CT: Quorum Books. 
Bourne, M., & Mill, J. (2000). Designing, implementing and updating performance measurement systems. International Journal of Operations & 
Production Management, 20(7), 754 - 771. 
Bourne, M. and A. Neely (2002). Why measurement initiatives succeed and fail: The impact of parent company  initiatives.In A. Neely (Eds), 
Business Performance Measurement: Theory and Practice (pp. 198 - 208). London: Cambridge University Press. 
Bovaird, T. and Martin, S. (2003). Evaluating public management reform: designing a ‘joined up’ approach to researching the local government 
modernization agenda. Local Government Studies, 29(4), 17-30. 
Boyne, G.A. (2002). Public and private management: what’s the difference?. Journal of Management Studies, 39(1),  97 - 122. 
Boyne, G.A. (1996). “The intellectual crisis in British public administration: is public management the problem or the solution?”. Public 
Administration, 74 (4), 679 - 94. 
De Bruijn, H. (2002). Managing Performance in the public Sector. London: Rutledge. 
Dixon, J. R., A. J. Nanni, et al. (1990). The new performance challenge: Measuring operations for world class competition. In Bourne, Mills et al 
(Ed. 2000), Designing, implementing and updating performance measurement systems (pp. 758). 
Epstein, J., & Olsen, R. T . (1996). Managing for outcomes: lessons learned by state and local government. The Public Manager, 25(3), 41 – 44. 
Fitzgerald, L., Johnston, R., Brignall, T.J., Silvestro, R. and Voss, C.A. (1991). Performance Measurement in Service, Businesses, CIMA, London. 
Greatbanks, R. and Tapp, D. (2007). The impact of balanced scorecards in a public sector environment: empirical evidence from Dunedin city 
council, New Zealand. International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 27(8), 846 – 873. 
Guthrie, J. and English, L. (1997). Performance information and program evaluation in the Australian public sector. International Journal of 
Public Sector Management, 10(3), 154 – 164. 
Johnston, R. and Jones, P. (2004). Service productivity: towards understanding the relationship between operational and customer productivity. 
International Journal of Productivity and Performance Management, 53(3), 201 - 213. 
Holloway, J., Francis, G. and Hinton, M. (1999). A vehicle for change?A case study o f performance improvement in the new public sector. The 
International Journal of Public Sector Management, 12(4), 350 - 364. 
Lapsley, I. and Falconer, M. (Eds) (1996). Accounting and Performance Measurement – Issues in the Private and Public Sectors. London: Paul 
Chapman Publishing. 
Laurence E., Lynn Jr; Heinrich J. Carolyn., and Hill J. Carolyn (2000). ‘Studying Governance and Public Management: Challenges and 
Prospects’. 
Marshall, M. (1996). Development and Use of Outcome Information in Government. Center for Accountability and Performance, ASPA, Prince 
William County, Virginia, Washington, DC. 
Mills, J., K. Platts, et al. (2002). Competing through Competences. Cambridge, UK. 
MLGCD(2011). Ministry of Local Government and Community Development. Local Authorities Budget Book, Sarawak, 2011. 
Modell, S. (2001). Performance measurement and institutional processes: a study of managerial responses to public sector refo rm. Management 
Accounting Research, 12, 437 - 464. 
Moxham, C. and Boaden, R. (2007). The impact of performance measurement in the voluntary sector: identification of contextual and processual 
factors. International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 27(8), 826 - 845. 
Najib (2010). Government Transformation Plan Annual Report. Prime Minister Office. Retrieved from www.pmo.gov.my. 
Newberry, S. (2001). Public-sector accounting: a common reporting framework?. Australian Accounting Review, 11(1), 2 - 6. 
Nunnally, J. C. (1967). Psychometric theory. New York: McGraw-Hill. 
444   Siti Mardinah Binti Abdul Hamid et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  224 ( 2016 )  437 – 444 
 
Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric theory (2nd Ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill. 
Pallot J. (2003). A wider accountability? The audit office and New Zealand’s bureaucratic revolution. Critical Perspectives on Accounting 2003, 
14(1/2), 133 – 155. 
Poister, T. and Streib, G. (1999). Performance measurement in municipal government. Public Administration Review, 59(4), 325 - 335. 
Pollitt, C. (1990). Managerialism and the Public Services. Oxford: Basil Blackwell. 
Sarawak Net (2015). Rakan Sarawak, Rangkaian Khidmat Awam Negeri Sarawak, Sarawak Net 2014 Statistics. 
Simons, R. (1995). Levers of Control. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press. 
Taib (2015). “SCORE in Sarawak”  Financial Accountability & Management, 21/02/2015, sarawak.gov. 
Tuck and Zaleski, Tuck, N., & Zaleski, G. (1996). Crit eria for developing performance measurement systems in the public sector. International 
Journal of Public Administration, 19(11/12), 1945 - 1978. 
Wholey, J. (1999). ‘Performance-based management: responding to the challenges. Public Productivity and Management Review, 22 (4), 288 - 
307. 
Willoughby, K.G. and Melkers, J.E. (2001). Performance Measurement at the State and Local Levels: A Summary of Survey Results, General 
Accounting Standard Board. 
 
